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RE MARKS 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1-3. 5-9, 12. 14- 1 9. .2.1-25, 28, 30-35, 37-41 , 
44. 46-5 L 53-57, 60, 62-67. 69-73, 76. 78-83, $5-89. 92, and 94-98 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12. 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for fading to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. In response, applicant 
asserts that the Examiner's rejections are avoided by virtue of the amendments made to at 
least a portion of the foregoing claims. In addition, applicant respectfully points out that 
Claims 7, 19. 23, 39, 51. 55, 71. 83 and 87 do not recite "said resource data," as the 
Examiner notes, and therefore the Examiner's rejection with respect to such claims is 
deemed inapplicable. 

The Examiner has also rejected Claims 1-3, 5-9, 1 1-12, 14-19, 21-25, 27-28. and 
30-32 under 35 U.S.C". 101 as being directed toward non-statutory subject matter. 
Applicant has clarified independent Claims 1 and 17 to include a computer program 
product "in a computer storage medium'" in order to avoid such rejection, as suggested by 
the Examiner. 

In addition, the Examiner has rejected Claims 1-3. 5, 9, 12. 14, 17-19, 2 L 25, 28, 
30, 33-35, 37, 4!, 44. 46, 49-51. 53, 57, 60, 62, 65-67, 69, 73. 76, 78, 81-83, 85, 89, 92, 
94. and 98 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Coz/a (U.S. Patent No. 
5,649,095} in view of Hyppnnen et al. (US, Patent No, 6,577.920). Applicant 
respect fully disagrees with such rejection, especially hi view of the amendments made 
hereinabove to the independent claims. Specifically, applicant has amended the 
independent claims to at least substantially include the subject matter of former 
dependent Claim 97. 

\\ tth tespcut to the independent chums, the EKumuiei has relied uu the following 
excerpt n from the C o//a and Hxpponen seferenees to make a pnor art showing of 
applicant's churned technique "wheioin said generated hngeipruu data includes a mnnlvi 
of progtam resource items specified wuhm. ^aidresouicc data ofvud packed computer 
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hie" (as amended, see this Oi suruiai. but not necessarily identical language in the 
independent claims) 



scanning said file to determine whether or not the file contains 
a macro; and, if the file contains a macro 
determining a signature for the macro and screening that 
signature against the signatures contained m said databases , 



< 1 i ' Typically one fork of < 

file, < - 1 1 1 , may 

contain a kind of small database which is used to contain many 
kinds of data, including application code, icons, preferences, 
strings , templates , and other such items 



Applicant fe^pcuhiih a^seits that the cxeeipt tn>m Ihpponen idled upon by the 
I \ammu meieis discloses \cannsng said (tie to dUeimme whethei or not the hie 
t.ot!{ams a maun" and "'deteimsniti:; a stgnatuie lot the maun hi addition, the e-sceipt 
from s o/^a ->jmpi\ dtselosLS ihat 'one tork ol a hie mas contain a kmd ot small 
database sxlnch is used to com mi m iu\ I inds ol data, including application code ieons„ 
preference-, shings, tunplatus, and otliei such stems " lio\se\eu scanning a ftL <md 
determining the ^ignatute oi amauo. coupled nith a diseiosme that a fiL ma\ contain 
mans kinds ol data >mipl\ lads to sugt>st a technique *\\iietun said generated 
hngupnm data includes a ntimbei oi piogiam tesouae items spceiiicdmthm said 
resmn-ce data of said packed computer file" (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. 

ft) addition, in the office actum mailed fB 14 2006. the fxatmnei atgued that 
"Hvppouai taught that hie si&iiaunes should be used to deteu \nuscs (see Hvpponeti 
t ol 3 1 mes i 1-2^1 and ( oz/a disclosed the tiles containing iesiniiee nuih (i c 
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appiication code, icon?:, preferences, strings, templates) specified within resource data 
(i.e. resource fork ) (See Cozza Col. 2 Paragraph 7), ,, Applicant respectfully asserts that 
Hypponcn specifically discloses ''determining a.sjgnaiure.joi.ih and screening 

that signature against the signatures contained in said databases" (emphasis added). 
Additionally. Cozza specifically discloses that the ''resource fork ... may contain a kind 
of small database which is used to contain many kinds of data, including application 
code, icons, preferences, strings, templates, and other such items." Clearly, determining 
a macro signature m a file, combined with the disclosure of a resource fork containing 
many kinds of data, fails to even suggest a technique >; w herein said generated fingerprint 
data includes a number of program resource items specified within said resource data of 
said packed computer Hie" (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. 

fn the Office Action mailed 09/01/2006. the Examiner responded to applicant's 
arguments and argued that ''[although Hypponcn does pertain to "macros." more 
generally, Hypponcn pertains to comparison of two checksums for determining whether a 
set of data contains malicious data, and it would have been readily apparent to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that comparison between checksums 
would be faster than comparison of the entire set of data the checksums were derived 
from." 

\ppi leant disa&iees and respecUull> asserts that "u>mpomon of two checksums 
for determining whether a set of data contains malicious data." as noted b\ the fvammer, 
fails to even suggest "fmgerprmt data that includes a number of pro.gn.im resource stems 
specified vulhm said generated fingerprint data" (emphasis added), as applicant claims 
Again, applicant respectful!} assetts ihat Ihppouen simph teaches thai 'li]L\.l\t.oiJiM.e 
macros is identified m the mIc. a checksum signature i^ determined loi the oi ^ach 
identified m.icm" (see Col *\ lines 2*->->l emphasis added i 1 [\ ppuueu fuitliei teaches 
th.n "[^sMiming th.n a single macro is identified m the file, the macro \ irus 
controller scans the first database ..to dyermme^ 

signature is present m that database" t see C ol. x lines 32- ^ - emphasis added) 
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Clearly, disclosing that a signature is determined if a macro is identified m a tile, 
and then determining if the corresponding signature is present in a database , fails to 
suggest a technique "wherein said generated jln^crpnm data includes a mjmberj?f 
program resource items specified within said resource data of said packed computer file" 
{emphasis added), as claimed by applicant. 

Further, with respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has relied on Cot. 3 
from Co/./a and Col. 3, lines 14-25 from Hypponen to make a prior art showing of 
applicant's claimed technique "wherein said generated fingerprint data includes a flag 
indicating which data is included within said generated fingerprint data" (as amended, see 
this or similar, but not necessarily identical language in the independent claims). 

Applicant respectfully asserts that the excerpt from Coz/a relied on by the 
Examiner merely discloses two sets of Hags, for the first "set of Hags the system utilizes a 
bit field large enough so that there is one bit corresponding to every known Macintosh 
virus''" (Cozza. Col. 5, lines 29-32) and that the ''second set of flags resides in the cache 
information" (Coz/a, Col. 5, line 40). In addition, applicant notes that the second set of 
flags is used to indicate "that no virus was found previously in the last scan of the file" or 
"which virus was found first in the Die." (Coz/a. Col. 5, lines 42-47). Applicant also 
respectfully asserts that Hypponen teaches "determining a signature for the macro and 
screening that signature against the signatures contained in said databases " 1 {emphasis 
added). 

Howexeu Co/za"^ di-.do-.ure of Hags cot responding to e\cn» known \irus and 
Hags in the lache indicating pie\ urns scan icsults, when taken m combination with 
I pponen s dist. losure o( determining macro signatures and cheeking them avramst 
ssgiufutes tn a database. simpi\ fails to suggest a technique "wheiem said generated 
fmgeipum data includes a Hag indicating which data is included withm said generated 
fingerpnnt data " (emphasis added), as claimed b\ applicant Theie ->impi> is no 
disdosutc in the execipts uotn Coz/a oi ih pponen of "*lmgetpnnt data [that] includes a 
flag," as claimed by applicant. 
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In addition, in the office action mailed (H 1*1 200'\ the F.\ammer argued that 
"jcjolumn 3 of (\v/a cieaih indicated lhat a set oi flags was used to indicate die icsult 
(which singes were tbuad in the fiie) of the scan," Hirther. th^. Examiner argued that 
"ji jn combination, die signature of the iiie is used to represent the Hie during 
comparison" and "[fjherefore, if is clear that in combination the flags represent which 
sintses were identified in the sigrkunie" Howexer. applicant respectful!) asserts that the 
disclosure of Hags representing which uruses were identiiied in the signature fails to 
even suggest a technique ''wherein said generated fingerprint data includes a Hag 
indicating which data is included withm said generated fingerprint data" ^ emphasis 
added), as claimed by applicant. 

in the Office Action mailed 09 01 200k the i xaminu atgues that "the 
[1 jvnmner has pieuoush addtcssed tins argument and is . gain not peisuaded " Agam. 
applicant iCspectlniK asserts that Co//a\ disclosure oi llacs eoncspondma to e\cr> 
known \nus and Hags ju the cache indicating pic wo us scan res nits when taken in 
combination with iivpponen's djsclosute on determining macio signatures and checking 
them against signamies m a database snnpis fails io suggest a technique "whet em said 
geneiated tingcipunt data includes a tlag indicating which data is included within ->aid 
geneiated nugerpimi data " i emphasis added}, as ( lamted by applicant 

Mili \ct, with icspev.t to the independent claims, the fxamutet has rciied on the 
following excerpt innu the Cv/si\ ieferenee to mate a prior ait showing ot applicant's 
claimed technique "wherein said generated fingerprint data includes a location within 
said itsoutee data of said packed compiuu lik ot an enus specs King a progiam tcsourct. 
item ha\mg a latest sue" (as amended, see this or smulai, but not necessattl^ identical 
language in the independent claims). 



1 j ' t •> t , - the file ' s current 

resource fork aise is coiopared with the resource fork aise stored 
in the fxle's cache information xn step 66 to see if they are 
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wxthxn some predetermxned tolerance 



\pplitant assuts that ihe c\«.erpi hum ( o/At ichcd upon b\ the f \amiua meicK 
distkv-es companng * the hlc\ anient ic-owce toik sue w ith the icsqurc {oik size 
stored iii the lde\ (.at he inlottnauon in step 06 to sec a t!ie\ an. vutlun some 
predetermined tolerance temph ims added) f loai i\ eht-tl mg a anient 01 ^tuied 
iesouiee lo;k si/e simph kids to e\en suggest a technique "\\hetein said geuaaied 
tingcipunt data includes a loeatioti withm said icsouree data o{ said pocked computer hlc 
of in ciUt\ speeding a ptogiam iesouiee item having a lai^est si/e ' (emphasis uldedk 
as claimed h> applicant Ihe excerpt iiotrs Lo^a smipU tads to di-.tlo-.c 'a pioytara 
tesouu e item ha\ mg a hi gest t-i/e." as claimed h\ applsc am 

In the Ofm e \cinm mailed 0 { ) 01 200o. {he r\aminei aiguc^ {hat 1 jijt was 
obsjous that m the combination, a piogiam tcsouKC ha\mg a Safest si/e was included in 
ih*. fingerprint, as ksoihccs were included and u was mbcient that one oi ih*. meiuded 
iesouices was the Safest of the included iesouic.es " 

in i espouse applicant luspectluilv dis.i^iecs and .tssetls ihat ihe iaet that a ueii.uu 
Ksult oi chautc lenstic ma\ ocau oj be piesenl in the pnoi art is not -ullieient to establish 
the inherent) of that icsult oi char.itfetisjit in rr Ri^k/niL l > F \1 1^1. 1SV4, 2i> 
l.SPQ2d 1^55. 1^7 < hod ( u ! Wi. In n (h^m b, 6oo b 2d 581-S2 212 1 SPQ 
12^ i2o{tCP<\ J 9;s i } "To establish mhcfent\ ihe e\inn>it ewdentc 'must make tie if 
thai the raissmg desctiptue niatiei in nceessauh piesent in the tinny descitbed m the 
leteieiicc. and ihat it Vvoukl be so leeogm/ed b\ peisons oi oulinais skill fnhetencs. 
howe\ei, tna\ not he established h; piobabiluies oi possibilities 1 he mere {act that a 
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tenasn ihmg ma\ icsult from a gi\en set of cjicunjbtaui.es is not sullioem "' hi re 
Roh. mo/?, lf>9 !• W 7-H " 40 LSPQ-J W4", 1«50-M (KJ Cu WO) 

Furthu, applicant icspccttuih assert*- {hat cscn if "a piogram i\.soutec ha\ ntg a 
kugest m/c s\. s included in the linger pnnC as alleged b\ the P vammei. such does not 
e\ett suggest an\ sort of knalton . let alotte apphcant s claimed "generated fingerprint 
data [ih.it] includes ; lou lion witSnu s; id i essoinee di la of s; id packed computer iile of. in 
cnlrj specifying a progiam resource item fun mg a largest size" (emphasis added\ as 
claimed. 

To establish a prima (lk h> case of ob\ iousness. shree basse criteria must be met. 
First, there must be some suggestion or trsoti\ aUon. either m the references themsehes or 
in the knowledge general! v a\ailahje to one of ordinary ski!! in the art. to modif\ the 
reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable 
expectation of success. Finalh, the pnoi ;n1 fciereuce {of references when combined) 
must teach or suggest ail the cfanu luni tat ions. 1 he teaching or suggestion to make the 
claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be lound m the 
prior an and not based on applicant's disclosure. /;/ /v njtvA.947 \-.2d 488, 20 l-SPQ2d 
1438 (Fed.Cir.1991). 

Applicant respecffulK asserts that at least the thud element of the puma fatu 
ease ot obviousness has not been met. since the prior an references, when combined, fail 
to teach or surest ajj.nl the clasm limitations, as noted alxne. Nevertheless, despite 
such paramouni deficiencies and in the spin! of expediting the piosecution of the piesent 
appUcauon, applicant has iucorpoiated the subject matter oj founei ( kmv ^7 nito the 
independent claims. 

\\ ith sespeet to the subj^t matter of lot met Claim ^ (now at least substantial l\ 
incorporated into the independent claims), as rejected uiidei 35 V S C 10 >{.n as being 
unpatentable mei Co/za, in mow of Hvpponen. m bmhei view oi Piettek C'Peermg 
huide the PF A Tout ol Win t2 Poitable f \ecutable") ihe b\aminei has iched on the 
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rejection of Claim 1, a* well as. Figure 5 and Tabic 13 from Pietrek to make a prior art 
showing of applicant's claimed technique "wherein said generated fingerprint data 
includes a checksum value calculated in dependence upon: a number of program 
resource items specified beneath each node within hierarchically arranged resource data 
of said packed computer file; siring names associated with program resource items within 
said resource data of said packed computer file; and sues of program resource items 
within said resource data of said packed computer file," 

Applicant ie^pcctiulK droits thdt the Examiner's tcicctton ol Claim 1 does not 
specttjcaliy addicss applicant's c Lurried iuvutauons In addition, applicant tespectfulK 
asserts that the oui\ checksum iched on h\ the f xammer with icspect io (latin J teidtes 
io a ch.ecls.um of a macro, which deads does not even suggest "\i checksum \aiuc 
calculated in depeudeucc upon a uumbet of progiam :esnuic\ items ^xufied beneath 
each node withm hierarchical Is arranged ^source data oi said packed compute! file, 
string names associated with piogiurn resource items \\uhm said resource data of ^aid 
packed computer file and st/e> of program tesotrue items uttltm said resouue d<tta ol 
said packed computer file," as applicant claims. 

Furthermore, applicant respectfully asserts that Figure 5 and Table 13 from 
Pietrek merely show a resource directory hierarchy example and the resources hierarchy 
for CLOCK, FXB. However, the table and figure relied upon by the Examiner in no way- 
suggest " fingerprint data [that j includes a checksum value calculated in dependence 
Mi?.°.0 ; a number of program resource items speci fied beneath each node within 
hierarchically arranged resource data of said packed computer file: string names 
associated with program resource items within said resource data of said packed 
computer file: and sizes of program resource items within said resource data of said 
packed computer file" (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant, 

■\gatn, apptu ant ic^pettfuifs arsons that at least the thud element M \hc ptt/mi 
fa- w case of ob\ tousness has not been met, since the pi tot art ielereui.es, when 
combined, tail to teach or suggest all of she claim limitations, as noted abo\e TIhk a 
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notiee of allowance ot specific pi tot ait showing of each of the foiegomg claun elements, 
in combination with the lematrnng claimed i Cannes, is ic^pcetfulh lequested 

Applicant tutthci notes thai the puoj ait 1- also defkicnt with icspcct to the 
dependent claims Tot example, with icspcct 10 Claim > et al . the Trimmer has. telicd on 
the following e\cupt bom the (. o//a rekieiKC to make a piuu ait showing of applicant s 
claimed technique "wheiein said tosouice data ol said packed computet Hie compaung 
logic is opeiabk- to unnpate -.aid icsoiuct data with ehatactetistics oi a pluialuv oi 
knmvn computet piogium^, to detect il said packed torn put oi piogtam contains one of 
said plutality ot known computet ptogtams" fas amended, see this oi sandal, but not 
neeessatth identical hngu ige m die independent claims) 

' „ _ * * „ ^ i. „ If it is then necessary to scan the 

resource fork for resource fork viruses, , ^ 

s s , scanning is only required those viruses which infect 
resource forks and for which flags have been set in the steps 
above ^ <:<:a, _ , v ,t _ ..u.i 

\ppiicant icsptdlulK asserts that the eveeipt bom C\wa ulied upon by the 
hammu mereh teaches that 1 fi]fu is then ueees^it\ to scan the k source foik tot 
resouiec iork uiust-V then "scanning is oni\ lequued those unisex which mieet 
j^soutec folks and foi which Hags haw been set " However. ( o^a\ disclosutc to scan 
the tesuiiKc ioil ioi onh those wiuses which inlect icsoutce ioiks lads to e>eu suggest a 
technique "whetem said tesuuice data companug logic is opeiable to compate said 
resouiredata of said packed compute! tile with chataeieus.ties ot a pknalitc oi known 
computer progiums to detect U said packed computer program contains one of said 
phuahty ot kiunvn computer programs*' (emphasis added), as claimed by applicant, 

in die ( Mike Xenon mailed (}°-(}b2006. the Fxaimnei atgues that "ftjhe scanning 
ol the ie-.oi.iiec folk foi icsouree ioik \ muses does fall wuhm the scope ol claim recitation 
as m order to scan one set of data lot second set of data, the characteristics of the second 
set must be compared w uh the fust " Applicant lespeetluSlv disagrees and asseits that 
Coy /a s diselosuie to ^cun the resource lork lor »nl\ those viruses which infect 
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resource forks fails tn even sucgcst a technique "v\ hetan said tesvmtce data cmnpaisog 
logic is opeiable lo compile saul revmrc^Jata ol said packed computet file wtlh 
chantttensuts u! a phualit\ oijaumn computet piogums tn dueet li said packed 
computer program contains one ot said pltnalil) ot known comptilei piogiams" 1 
(cmpbasi-, added). as (Jaimed h\ applicant 

\1oico\ci. \s itk tespect to ( linn 14 ct a! . the l-vannuct has iched on the 
tolkn\ uig evceipt bom the Hypponcn uteienee 10 maU a pnot ait show ma. oi 
applicant's claimed technique "uheicni said checksum \alue is totaled besween Cieh 
item being added into said checksum 

, the signature used is a 
check&um derived usxno; a sux table checksum calculation algorithm, 
such as the US Department of Defence Secure Hash Algorithm (SKA) 

\pplu ant asscits that the exeetpt hom Hxpponen tched upon b\ the Lxammet 
meieb teaches thai ' the signature used is a checksum domed using a statable checksum 
calculation algomhm, such is SH-\ ' Hnwesct. applicant Kspcctfuib assctts that th*. 
SI i \ aSgotuhm tutaies ustetmediate \aSues usud m the calculation ol the Ml \ checksum 
winch simpb talis to meet i technique ' wherein ^-aid cheek sum \ ilue is iota ted between 
each item bemg added mto said check sum" (emphasis added), as churned b) applicant 

in she ( Hike Action mailed 00 (}j 2006. the I \aminei atguci that "fijl the 
checksum is totaled altei each operation, as is SUA. then it stands that 'beaten each 
item the choc Unm was muted * \pphcant icspectfulK disagiees and ast-ci tt- that 
simpls h Hating between opcsatious as the 1 \ammei notes, does not meet applicant \ 
claimed "i heck sum value is totaled between each item being added into said 
checksum " (emphasis added). 



in addition with icspect to Claim 12 et a! . the fxaminei has teiected the same 
uttdet iH H l(H{;t) as being unpatentable ovet Gu/a iti mow ol H>pponen, m tutthci 
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\ sew of I hxigcs el ai f I .S. Patent No. (>.2(W,4^o) SpeeUkailN , the I- vammer has rched 
on the lolloping excel pts fium she Hodges rek*reuec to nuke a prior ail shovung of 
applicant's claimed technique "vthetein sasd generated fingerprint data includes 
Unit sump data indicative of a Unit ol tompdanoii of said known computer ptugram ' (as 
am ended V 



"Giv.---a--i'..';.y ;5rr^.:tk:.tKj, r<:V <\ t. : :«:t)d :! ::'c:-r manufacturers of 

antivirus applications to update their virus signature files 
VIRUS_SIGNATURES.DAT as new viruses are discovered and as cures 
for these viruses are developed, am to rsvsk* these upd-st.eci 



client ~.c-t*pxs tar, -ind ns*? push technology to transmit updated 
antivirus files if the local client computer's antivirus files 
are out of date." (&•:■■■:!■:<«:«, ".V.-1. £ ; , <>3.r ha "xoh o - «?i;it:>h::i.-: : ;k:; d 



Applicani respectfully asserts that the excerpts from Hodges relied upon by the 
Exammer merely teach £hat ''manufacturers of antivirus applications ... update their virus 
signature files VIRUS SIGNATURES.DAT as new viruses are discovered and as cures 
fin these \uuscs ate developed. " in addition, Hodges teaches using "push £cehnolng\ to 
tiansmtt updated atitts ttiis files if the looai client computer's antn uus fiks ate out of 
date " lhn\c\et. the disclosure ut updating anti\ uus signal me hies simply fails loosen 
suggest a tcehmqtk "wherein said genciated fingcipuni data includes timestamp data 
mchu its e of a time ol toiiipilaliou of said known computet ptngi.nu " {emphasis added), 
as claimed by applicant, i hete simpK i^ no mention tn the excerpts from Hodges 
ati\ tlnng jogaidmg the use ol "mue 01 compilation ol satd humu computet progiam" hi 
the generated lingerpnnt data, as claimed b\ applicant 
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in the Office Action mailed 0° 01 :00<> she f\ammei argues that "Hodges 
teaches thai the time that the sjiioatiuc ( Itngetpnnt) data was compiled should be 
tnchnkd with th^. Mgnatutc- and as such thi 1 - time tamp indicates the time of compilation 
ut die \uuscs {known s_omputet piogiamj into the DAI tiles, which meets the itnutation 
ol the claim language " \ppheam tcspectiulK disagree 1 - and assats that thv. excerpts 
tehed upon In the hvattnuei meieK teach thai "a ieeent ttend is fut mami lactams ol 
antn irus applications to update their xirus signature files 

VIRt S vSKi\'\n RhSD'Vl as nvv> ■% trusts are disctnered and as uncs lot these 
viruses are de\ eloped, and to make these updated signature flies avaHahle to users on 

a penodic basis" (emphasis added) Howe\ei, the e\cerpts rehed upon b\ the f Aammei 
m no \\a> suggest a technique "whejcm said generated fmgcrpum data includes 
iimcstamp data nuhcatn e of a tune ol compilation of said known computet progianr 
(emphasis added), as claimed b\ applicant fle.it i\ the mete disclosure that "the utue 
that the signature ( fingcrpi mt ) data v\a\ compiled should be included with the 
signatures/' as noted b\ the Lxatmner, docs not e\cu suggest "tmiestamp data tudieame 
of a time of compilation of said known computer program" (emphasis added), as claimed 
by applicant. 

Again, applicant respectfully asserts that at least the third element of the prima 
facie case of obviousness has not been met, since the prior art references, when 
combined, tat! to teach or suggest at) of the claim limitations, as noted above. Thus, a 
notice of allowance or specific prior art showing of each of the foregoing claim elements, 
in combination with the remaining claimed features, is respectfully requested. 

Thus, all of the independent claims are deemed allowable. Moreover, the 
remaining dependent claims are further deemed allowable, in view of their dependence 
on such independent claims. 

In the event a telephone conversation would expedite the prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner may reach the undersigned at (408) 505-5100. The 
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CmnmisMOiier is auihon/ed 10 charge art> additional tee^ or credit am oserpa> merit to 
Deposit Account No. ^O-Pol (Order No NAHP4o7 00 177 Oh. 
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